Abstract: Academic libraries, like the universities and colleges they serve, are facing increasing pressures to justify budgets and expenditures. Using the business model employed at several other research institutions, the University of Florida (UF) has adopted the accounting system Responsibility Center Management (RCM) which necessitates the university's sixteen colleges to track their individual operational budgets including absorbing a revised tax levied to finance the library. This tax has created a renewed sense of urgency for the library to show details of the material budget expenditures for each college. This paper reveals how staff in the UF Library's Acquisitions Department developed a fresh mapping strategy to track costs of the traditional book budget, print serials, and other tangible materials, but also expenditures for all e-resources drilled down to the individual e-journals purchased through Big Deal packages. Going forward, the library can use this refashioned budget system to reallocate its materials budget to more accurately support the colleges of UF.
"How does a library determine and justify its basic annual budget from a funding agency?" This seemingly simple but deceptively complex two-part question was the focus of a 1983 paper written on material budget allocations in research libraries. 1 Evidently justifying material and resource expenditures has been an issue for academic libraries to deal with for quite some time. Many academic libraries are facing increasingly restrictive material budgets and are often required to provide a costbenefit analysis of budget expenditures to their colleges and universities. For state-funded institutions the need to show how resource budgets are allocated and expended can be compounded by pressure placed on academia from state legislative authorities, the well-spring of a large percentage of a public university and its library's budget.
At the University of Florida (UF) Smathers Libraries the method for allocating material and resource budgets is one that has been used for at least two decades. Originally the allocation formula was based on the number of Bachelors, Masters, and PhDs awarded across departments and colleges at the university; degrees awarded per department were given weighted factors so that the allocation of the libraries' resource budgets paralleled the number and type of awards across campus. Although the allocation percentages were tweaked on occasion over the years, essentially the libraries' resource budgets doled out to support the university's programs of study remained proportionally unchanged. The Smathers Libraries would provide a broad summary of the resources that supported specific departments or colleges across campus when asked, but these requests were very infrequent.
However, the landscape of accountability changed dramatically on the UF campus in 2009 with the emergence of a new administrative accounting system, known as Responsibility Center Management (RCM).
2 RCM was developed in the business world but was adapted by many universities across the U.S., although it should be noted that RCM does have its detractors and problems.
3 UF administration elected to employ this system as it offers a decentralized accounting method that hands over more fiscal management to the sixteen colleges of the University of Florida. 4 Full implementation of RCM at UF began on July 1, 2011, but the new system had been tracked or 'shadowed' in 2010 and accounting figures were provided to the deans and faculty of the colleges as a preliminary view of how RCM would operate. In the RCM model as adapted at UF the colleges in effect are now required to 'balance the ledgers,' and it is their obligation to track expenditures across their respective departments. Funding for each college is self-generating and based on a formula consisting of weighted values not unlike the methodology used to determine the libraries resource budgets. The values applied in the RCM system include the college's composite Beyond dealing with a complex two-library and multi-branch budget scheme that is organized by Budget Centers, Smathers Libraries faced other obstacles in attempting to define its how material and resource expenditures support each college. A substantial portion-4.2 million-of the overall 10.9 million dollar resource budget was allocated for large publisher packages (the so-called 'Big Deals) such as Elsevier ScienceDirect. These packages contain hundreds of e-journals that cover a wide variety of subject disciplines used by patrons from every college at UF. In addition to the Big Deal packages, another 3.5 million of the overall budget was spent on materials and resources viewed as crossdiscipline; these expenditures included hundreds of online databases and smaller publisher e-journal packages, as well as other assorted vendor charges and the overhead to support the libraries' collection building efforts. In many cases these e-resources were paid for by one substantial and somewhat loosely applied "Multidisciplinary" budget, although sometimes a resource (e.g. Web of Science) could be assigned to a 'General' budget in a Budget Center (Science) if it supported several subject disciplines within the center. All told, 7.7 million of the Smathers Libraries' resource budget was classified as either Multidisciplinary or assigned to one of the Budget Center's General funds and so not easily assigned to any one college.
The challenge of remapping budget expenditures by the university's colleges and not by the libraries' Budget Center was handed to the Acquisitions Department, as this department houses and manages the resource budget for the entire two-library Smathers organization. Using the expenditure figures recorded during Fiscal Year 2009-2010, the staff in Acquisitions elected to use subject disciplines as the link to campus departments -departments that were already apart of the fifteen colleges at UF. Thus, existing resource budgets assigned to subject disciplines could be mapped to the colleges. The staff also realized that the biggest impediment to the project would be assigning a primary subject discipline and college to the resources paid for with the Multidisciplinary and General budgets.
The remapping process started with what was known; that is, organizing the material and resource expenditures already pre-assigned and allocated by specific subject disciplines. These pre-assigned budgets are long established and are based on Library of Congress or Dewey call number ranges. 6 Historically print based, these budgets include firm order monographs budgets, approval monographs budgets, and print serial budgets assigned individual fund codes by subject discipline and designated for each format type. Budgets were regrouped by their subjects; subjects then were mapped to the departments they supported, then to the colleges that housed the departments. After this step of the exercise had been completed, 2.5 million dollars in expenditures had been realigned into the fifteen colleges.
The next step in the process was to determine what was not known. Many of the online databases and publisher e-journal packages were being acquired under the umbrella of the Acquisitions' one large, general e-resource budget (Multidisciplinary) or the Budget Center's General e-resources budgets. These budgets are used as the catch-all for paying for eresources for the Smathers Libraries, so often the individual resources had never been assigned to specific subject disciplines much less tracked to one of the fifteen colleges. After a comprehensive review by Acquisitions staff and subject specialist librarians it was determined that many of the resources, e-books, and databases acquired on these general e-resource budgets could in fact be assigned to a subject discipline, department of study or research center, which could then be linked to its parent college. In cases where resources clearly support faculty and researchers in more than one college or across several subject disciplines, the resources were assigned the Multidisciplinary fund. At the conclusion of this stage, e-resources accounting for almost two million dollars in expenditures had been assigned a primary college of support; when added to the 2.5 million spent on print monographs and serials, 4.4 of the 10.9 million dollar budget had been redistributed across the fifteen colleges.
Next came the biggest stumbling block; determining a method of assigning specific subject disciplines to the individual e-journals contained in the largest packages being received at the Smathers Librariesthe so-called "Big Deals." A review of the titles showed that pricing information was made available by the Big Deal publishers or vendors, but often the specific call numbers for the titles were not in-cluded. The Acquisitions staff brought this problem to the attention of the libraries' main serial vendor, Harrassowitz, who successfully located catalog records with call numbers that could be downloaded into our spreadsheets. At that point Acquisitions staff were then able to sort the titles found in the Big Deal packages by call numbers and assign colleges and subject disciplines. Table 1 shows a snapshot of the classification map that was used to make these assignments. Most of the titles in the Big Deal packages were assigned a primary college of support, although many of the e-journals either could not be assigned one college as they provided equal cross-discipline support, or the bibliographic records were incomplete and voided the call number assignments. Despite this large subset of unassigned e-journals, staff did manage to assign approximately 3.2 million dollars of the Big Deal packages to one of the colleges. At this point, a master spreadsheet was created to show budget expenditures assigned to the fifteen colleges; the subtotal for each college was derived from the traditional budgets, plus adding in the reassigned budget expenditures from the General e-resources funds in each Budget Centers, along with the expenditures identified for each college from the Big Deal ejournal packages. The final stage of the project was to take the remaining expenditures (approximately 3.2 million) from the Multidisciplinary fund and distribute it equally across the fifteen colleges. The rationale for dividing this substantial fund was these expenditures truly support research and teaching across campus, irrespective of college or discipline, so an equal distribution of these funds seemed a logical and practical way to show library support to every college dean and the university administration. Two pie charts illustrate the final distribution of material expenditures for both large libraries: Figure 4 details the resource expenditures assigned to the colleges of the University Libraries; Figure 5 details the resource expenditures assigned to the colleges of the Health Science Center Libraries. These charts and figures were submitted by the Acquisitions staff to the Library Deans, who incorporated them into a RCM budget report that was presented to the college deans and faculty at UF in January 2011. With a simple mapping technique described in this paper, both the University and Health Science Center Libraries successfully demonstrated this support to their respective clintele. Yet, the justification process is far from over, and actually has just started. The next stage of the process of providing support to each college will come with the redistribution of the materials budget. A new allocation system for the materials budget must be devised that can fairly distribute the funds across the colleges to support research and coursework, and at the same time recognize and give credence to the amount of tax each college imparts annually to maintain the library as a service provider. The model of redistribution based on RCM support as expounded in this paper has laid a foundation for this next project.
